The Center
The mission of the Center for Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students (CDS) is to significantly improve the education of disadvantaged students at each level of schooling through new knowledge and practices produced by thorough scientific study and evaluation. The Center conducts its research in four program areas: The Early and Elementary Education Program, The Middle Grades and High Schools Program, the Language Minority Program, and the School, Family, and Community Connections Program.
The Early and Elementary Education Program
This program is working to develop, evaluate, and disseminate instructional programs capable of bringing disadvantaged students to high levels of achievement, particularly in the fundamental areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. The goal is to expand the range of effective alternatives which schools may use under Chapter 1 and other compensatory education funding and to study issues of direct relevance to federal, state, and local policy on education of disadvantaged students.
The Middle Grades and High Schools Program
This program is conducting research syntheses, survey analyses, and field studies in middle and high schools. The three types of projects move from basic research to useful practice. Syntheses compile and analyze existing knowledge about effective education of disadvantaged students. Survey analyses identify and describe current programs, practices, and trends in middle and high schools, and allow studies of their effects. Field studies are conducted in collaboration with school staffs to develop and evaluate effective programs and practices.
The Language Minority Program
This program represents a collaborative effort. The University of California at Santa Barbara and the University of Texas at El Paso are focusing on the education of Mexican-American students in California and Texas; studies of dropout among children of recent immigrants have been conducted in San Diego and Miami by Johns Hopkins, and evaluations
Abstract
This report analyzes the longitudinal effects of schoolwide Chapter 1 initiatives on student reading achievement in forty elementary schools in a large urban school district. The analyses find that, compared to control students, firstgraders in schoolwide projects showed no achievement effects, second-graders showed positive significant effects, third-graders showed negative effects, and fourthand fifth-graders showed positive but nonsignificant effects.
gender, age, and race effects occur throughout the grades; by fifth grade, ho the race effects are no longer significant. Analyses were also conducted of the effects on student reading achievement of various components implemented in schoolwide project sites. The components were examined in three categories: (1) minimal requirements within the central/district framework, such as funding school-community coordinators and program support teachers; (2) how schools allocated their resources within schoolwide projects, such as for tutors, full-day kindergarten, or classroom assistants; and (3) other existing Chapter 1 funded programs still operating within the schoolwide project framework.
Introduction
Evaluations of Chapter 1 (formerly Title I) programs have generally failed to find substantial long-term achievement effects for students receiving services (Carter, 1984) .
Recent studies suggest that students receiving Chapter 1 services attain larger increases on standardized achievement tests than comparable students who do not, but these gains do not move them substantially towa:d the achievement of more advantaged students (Kennedy, Birman & Demaline, 1986 ).
The variability of program effects, while due in part to methodological differences, is also due to the variation in the actual educational program and implementation. Chapter 1 is a funding program that provides supplemental services to the regular school program. The typical mode of delivery of instructional services has been the "pull out." Previous research has documented the disruptive impact of pullouts, the waste of materials and time trying to keep non-eligible children from benefiting from Chapter 1 services, and the limitations on use of effective programs imposed by the principle that only testeligible children may be served (Glass & Smith, 1977; Leinhardt, Bickel, & Palley, 1982; Allington & Johnston, 1989; 1986) . Additional problems occur when special education enters the equation (Birman, 1981) . The focus on remediating subpopulations rather than improving the effectiveness of the entire school has kept Chapter 1 from achieving its full potential, especially in schools that serve large numbers of disadvantaged students.
Recognition of many of these problems led to the recent approval of revised federal regulations which allow the use of Chapter 1 funding for schoolwide projects designed to upgrade the entire school program of "disadvantaged" students. Prior to the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary & Secondary School Improvement Amendments (April, 1988) , local districts were permitted to conduct Chapter 1 programs on a schoolwide basis in certain schools where 75% or more of pupils were from low-income families only if the LEA provided matching funds.
The recent amendment removed the matching funds requirement and included a provision for program improvement which includes specific regulations regarding pupil performance over time, school-level improvement, and the responsibility of the LEA and SEA in bringing about change.
In schoolwide project sites, the act permits schools considerable flexibility in defining pupil outcomes, using resources, and designing programs to meet the needs of students. However, schools will also be accountable for improving the achievement of these students. After three years of being a schoolwide project, schools must show that Chapter 1 eligible students have an average achievement gain comparable to other students in the school/district.
The Hawkins-Stafford amendments (1988) , by allowing the use of Chapter 1 funding for schoolwide projects in schools where 75% or more of the students are economically disadvantaged, are designed to reduce fragmentation and upgrade the entire school program. The federal direction in specifying the scope and model for evaluating Chapter 1 has shifted from one of compliance to one of improving the effectiveness of Chapter 1 programs.
The shift is away from separateness to collaborative effort, from specialist teachers in separate rooms to improving classroom instruction. The purpose is to impact the entire school program and not just "add on" instructional components.
Few schools implemented schoolwide projects in the first year under the new regulations (Schenck, in press ). But since the passage of the amendment, the number of schoolwide projects has grown from 621 schools in 1989-90 to 1,362 schools in 1990-91 (Turnbull, Zeldin & Cain, 1990) . Of these, almost all are in elementary schools, which generally are the schools with the highest rates of poverty based on free lunch counts (Millsap, Turnbull, Moss, Brigham, Gamse & Marks, 1992) . Over half of schoolwide project schools are in districts that have 25,000 or more students enrolled, and typically are in urban areas (Schenck, in press ).
The new regulations require a school-based planning component which involves a selfstudy of local needs, consensus building on the part of the school staff, and a building leadership team. About one-third of schoolwide project schools reported that the schoolwide project plan serves also as a program improvement plan for the Chapter 1 program in the school (Schenck, in press ).
These sites also emphasize raising staff expectations for student achievement and providing strong instructional leadership as characteristics emphasized in needs assessment and staff development (Millsap et. al, 1992) .
Flexibility in federal regulations com-ts at a time when the knowledge base has been advanced concerning effective schools (Purkey & Smith, 1983) , effective literacy instruction (Allington & Walmsley, 1993; Hiebert, Colt, Catto & Gury, 1992) , the change process (Fullan, 1991; Johnson, 1992; Lytie, 1992) , successful programs in urban schools (Slavin, Karweit & Madden, 1989) , and factors contributing to resilience and persistence in disadvantaged populations (Winfield, 1991a) .
A major task confrpnting urban school systems and schoolwide project schools is how to make use of this new knowledge and also take advantage of the increased flexibility to improve the learning outcomes of low achieving students (Rotberg & Harvey, 1993) . These opportunities come at a time when poverty has increased dramatically in major urban school districts (Hill, Wise & Shapiro, 1989; Wacquant and Wilson, 1989) and contextual factors such as size, demographics, diversity, density, a growing "underclass," the underground economy of drugs, the politics of school boards, and an eroding tax base --create uncertainty and turbulence in the school environment (Englert, 1993) .
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There is a pressing need to provide high quality education in our poorest communities.
Previous reports have identified qualitative changes --for example, changes in roles and responsibilities, and professional development activities --in schools implementing schoolwide projects (Winfield, 1991b; Winfield, Hawkins & Stringfield, 1992) . In brief, in the urban school system being studied here, five main thrusts were identified:
(a) a whole-school approach that supports student success in the daily program, provides special support for students who require it, and is based on "effective schools" research;
(b) school-based management which requires that the school staff and parents determine the nature of the intervention within specified program guidelines and contractual The degree of implementation of changing from a traditiona! Chapter 1 program to a whole school approach varied among schools within the urban school system (Winfield, Hawkins & Stringfield, 1992) . Nationally, there is considerable variation in schoolwide project (SWP) implementation (Stringfield, et al., 1992) . In general, scores of students in
Chapter 1 schoolwide project sites are generally higher than scores of students in non-schoolwide project sites and are similar to students in other high poverty schools.
However, as SWP students move from third to fourth grade, their reading performance declines more than that of Chapter 1 students in comparable high poverty schools (Abt, 1993) . This study examines the longitudinal effects on student achievement of students participating in schoolwide projects sites in a major urban school district.
Methodology
The sample of schools included in this study is a non-random subset of schools that were implemening schoolwide project sites in a major urban school district in 1990-91. We describe the growth of these students. Table 2 shows that by 1989-90, four of the required components had been implemented by at least 50% of the schools. Over the three-year period, slightly higher percentages reallocated resources to provide instruction to all students. Finally, at least one-fourth or more of the schools had pre-existing Chapter 1 programs that were still operative within the schoolwide project framework.
Insert Table 2 about here Schoolwide project sites provide services to an extremely impoverished student population. As shown in Table 3 , principals in schoolwide projects indicated that poor home supervision, poor nutrition, insufficient rest, and insufficient clothing tended to be moderate to serious problems for many of the students attending their schools. A majority of the principals also indicated that moderate to serious problems occurred with absenteeism, tardiness, and fighting.
However, extremely violent crimes --such as robbery, theft, vandalism, and gang involvement --were very minor problems for their school populations.
Insert Table 3 about here Site-based nrrnagement is one of the major components of schoolwide projects within the district. Insert Table 5 about here Data Analysis
Major components (as shown in Table 2 ) of schoolwide projects were included as input variables in the regression analysis.
Components listed in Table 2 were scaled on two dimensions. First, the actual number of components listed under the three categories (District Framework, Resource Allocation, and Existing Programs) formed additive scales. Second, for each of the three scales, the number of years (ranging from one to three) that any of the components had been implemented were summed to form three time variables. These variables --labeled DFTIME (District Framework Time), RATIME (Resource Allocation Time), and XPTIME (Existing Program Time) --were included in the analysis to take into account implementation effects over time.
Other scales were formed from questionnaire items to tap major components of schoolwide projects and the student population served.
We briefly describe each of these scales. (See Appendix A for items comprising each scale). We suspect that this is due partially to differences in emphases and priorities set at each grade level, to other non-school variables which mediate the relationship with achievement, and to other variables. We find it more meaningful to discuss results overall and in terms of student, teacher, and school level factors. student-level factors, As might be expected, prior student achievement was consistently related to achievement throughout all the grades. In grades one through three, the effect decreases as implementation of SWP components occurs. Controlling for other demographic variables, the effect of prior achievement is further reduced. This slight reducdon in the effect provides some indirect evidence that SWP components when implemented facilitate student reading achievement at these early grade levels.
A similar pattern did not occur at fourth grade. At this grade, the effect of prior achievement increased over time. Similarly, as might be expected, the degree of impoverishment in the home was negatively related to achievement. However, this effect occurred at the beginning and end of elementary school (grades 1 and 2 and grades 5), which suggests that the transitions for students in high poverty schools may be more problematic. Girls performed better than boys in the early grades, but by third grade, gender was not related to achievement within this sample.
A considerable emphasis was placed on parental involvement in the central/district framework for operating SWPs. Based on the work of Epstein (1992) , e expected this variable to be consistently related to student achievement; however, this was not the case in all grades.
At second and fourth grade a positive relationship with achievement was identified, but this effect did not occur at third grade. At fifth grade, the percentage of parents involved in school programs was negatively related to student achievement outcomes; however, the percentage of parents attending school conferences was positively related.
We speculate that different mechanisms operate with each of these constructs. (We are also aware that our measures are based on school level aggregates of parental involvement rather than individual.) At fifth grade, number of conferences may indicate disciplinary issues, but may also indicate parental concern over the transition to middle schools in a large urban school district.
Alternatively, at both third and fifth grade, the findings may indicate that the parental scales act as suppresser variables, in that neither scale is related to achievement but they are both correlated with the district framework and teacher empowerment-human resources.
Teacher-level factors. A primary component in schoolwide projects was the implementation of a whole-school approach rather than a fragmented approach to delivering instruction. One way in which SWP sites accomplished this goal was in the use of teacher resources in terms of time, class size, and assignment of teachers and students to classes. Another method was through the involvement of teachers in the decision making and operation of the school program, in which teachers' problem-solving and intellectual capabilities (Little, 1993) were sought in hiring decisions and teacher and student placement.
Teacher empowerment (human resources) had a positive impact on student achievement at all grade levels except fourth. At fourth grade, teachers' decisions about instructional reurces appeared to be more important in facilitating student achievement. This finding may be due to the changing nature of the curriculum, as subject matter choices and materials/methods become relatively more important in the upper grades. Alternatively, it may be due to a combination of factors, including developmental changes occurring within students or the increasing importance of nonschool behaviors. Nelson-LeGall & Jones (1991) suggest that fundamental and dramatic changes occur in the teacher-student relationship between primary and intermediate grades.
The central/district framework for the operation of SWPs was positively related to achievement at all grades except for third grade. This variable became increasingly important over time, which suggests that implementing a whole-school approach and significantly changing existing ways of delivering services to students takes at least three or more years in order to be effective in raising achievement. At third grade, however, the effect of implementing this framework was negative. We speculate that this may have been due to pre-existing Chapter 1 programs which were still operative and successful in raising student achievement. Many of these programs operated traditionally as "pull out" or "add on" components. Pre-existing programs were found to be positively related to student achievement outcomes at third grade.
At fourth grade, the district framework effort is initially negative, but becomes positive with implementation and resource allocation, and after controlling for demographic variables. This pattern suggests that effectiveness was mediated over time by the particular student population.
How SWP sites re-allocate resources in terms of class size, tutors, and paraprofessionals varied across sites. Within schools, this reallocation is typically targeted toward a particular grade level or subject matter area and depends on the leadership team and decisions made locally. At first and second grade, a negative relationship occurred between resource allocation and student achievement after controlling for other variables in the analysis. This was surprising for two reasons. First, the zero order correlations between resource allocation and achievement, although small, were positive. Second, in many SWP sites, resources were targeted toward these grades in attempts to prevent reading failure (Winfield, Hawkins & Stringfield, 1992) . This result suggests that some variables interact or occur during implementation to reduce the effectiveness of resource re-allocation. Existing programs which may still be operative appear to exert a sun .1 negative effect.
At third and fourth grade, the effect of how resources were re-allocated was positive and became increasingly so over time. At fifth grade, the opposite occurred, as the effect of how resources were re-allocated became more negative over time. One explanation is that, over time, instructional resources continued to be targeted toward earlier grades, to the exclusion of fifth grade.
Alternatively, the negative relationship may indicate that the reallocation of primarily instructional resources are not sufficient to overcome the greater mediating factors not measured (such as nonschool behaviors and motivation) which act to reduce the relationship with achievement.
Cautions and Conclusion
The methodological issues involved in examining school effects (Winfield, 1991b) and particularly for estimating effects of Chapter 1 (Abt, 1989) are reason for caution in making broad generalizations based on these studies. Additionally, the sample of schools consists of a non-random sample of 1 Moreover, students and schools within SWP sites are among the neediest. Initial differences in the poverty level of schools have a large effect on the achievement gains of students (Richardson, 1993) . The achievement scores of all students decline as the proportion of poor students in a school increases (Kennedy, Jung, and Orland, 1986 ).
Isolating the long-term achievement effects of schoolwide projects will not only require adequate controls for school level poverty, but also robust measures of level and reallocation of resources and how these translate both quantitatively as well as qualitatively into instructional opportunities and exposure for individual students. This is particularly necessary for the students at the lower end of the achievement distribution whom Chapter 1 programs traditionally serve. Thus, a continuous measure of the quality and quantity of services provided to individual students or groups of students is required. This qualitative school-level exposure or quality variable varies across SWP sites (Winfield, Hawkins & Stringfield, 1992; Stringfield, et. al, 1992) .
The analyses conducted here may be considered an extremely conservative estimate of the overall SWP school effect. It is encouraging, however, that effects due to implementation and resource re-allocation were identified (even though not always in the direction we would like). The scales used here take into account only the quantitative dimensions in terms of how many components were implemented. Similarly, it is encouraging to find effects that could be attributed to the importance of shared decision making and allowing teachers a say in the operation of the school. We speculate that these empowerment variables may be one indicator of attempts of schools to change from more bureaucratic to more participatory, shared decision making organizations. These constructs, in interaction with other school and contextual variables, were consistently related to achievement.
The results of our studies indicate the complexity and interaction of organizational variables in changing how schools deliver services to students in Chapter 1 programs.
In conclusion, the studies present some modest evidence of potential long-term achievement effects of schoolwide projects for serving disadvantaged students. More Score value of students In bottom quartile over time (MP In 1986) Grads 17 Figure 2 Score value of students in bottom quartile over time (SWP in 19811) G. 
